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BOSTON    SUBWAYS. 


mtlemen : 

I  ask  respectfully  that  the  City  of  Boston  be  relieved 
any  further   connection  with   additional   subways, 

dr  construction  or  management. 

It  is  not  pleasant  to  oppose  popular  movements  or 

>asures.     The  penalty  a  public  man  pays  for  such 

position  is  not  inconsiderable. 

Having  opposed  the  construction  of  subways  by 
City  of   Boston,  I   have    been   represented  as  an 

)onent  of  all  subways.  Permit  me  to  say,  in 
,  I     iy,  that  I  favor  subways ;  I  do  not  favor  the  City 

ng  into  the  subway  business. 

Sly  reasons   for    this    are    twofold,    financial    and 

istitutional,  and  I  will    try  to    state   these  reasons 

plainly  as  may  be    suitable   for    a    plain    business 

tn,  who  knows  the  rights  and  duties    of    his    City, 

d  is  reasonably  anxious    to    keep    his    City  out  of 

tnger. 

It  is  the  fashion,  just  now,  to  talk  of  municipal 
ownership.  A  great  City,  like  Boston,  has  great  re- 
/  sources.  "We  expend  about  $50  for  every  man, 
|  woman  and  child  in.  our  municipality,  or  approach- 
ing thirty  million  dollars  a  year.  In  the  current 
year  the  amount  is  likely  to  be  exceeded. 

Such   housekeeping   naturally   attracts   all  sorts  of 
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persons  who  have  ideas  and  plans  and  what  they  cajU 
progressive  improvements.  Most  of  these  plans  and 
ideas  mean  that  the  City  shall  spend  money  at  t^ie 
request  of  persons  who  frequently  contribute  very  little. 

Nearly  or  absolutely  all  these  schemes  of  municipal 
ownership  seem  to  imply  or  assume  that  a  City  like 
Boston  is  a  free  corporation,  more  independent  thank  I 
railroad  or  business  corporation.  Many  learned  men, 
many  merchants  and  bankers,  sincerely  believe,  or  seeir 
to  believe,  that  Boston,  with  its  vast  resources  and  crec 
is  free  to  do  whatever  may  seem  desirable  or  expediedi  p| 

If  necessary,  such  persons  go  to  the  State  House  aLct 
get  another  statute  enabling  the  City  to  spend  taxes 
or  use  its  credit  for  some  new  object,  often  a  very 
attractive  object. 

When  they  do  not  wholly  trust  the  City  Govern- 
ment, they  let  special  commissioners,  independent  of 
City  Hall,  spend  the  money.  The  State  House,  in 
such  cases,  supplies  the  authority,  or  is  asked  to  sup- 
ply it ;  honorable  boards,  who  are  neither  State  officers 
nor  City  officers,  expend  or  are  asked  to  expend  the 
money;  the  City  is  only  expected  to  pay  the  bills. 

The  State  has  been  considerate,  and  has  not  inten- 
tionally injured  the  City  of  Boston.  The  officers  it 
has  given  us  are  able,  efficient  and  honest.  No  very 
great  harm  has  been  done. 

But  before  we  go  much  deeper  into  this  kind  of 
municipal  ownership  and  debt-making,  it  may  be 
prudent  to  look  into  the  subject.  The  story  of  the 
Boston  water  works  will  illustrate  my  meaning. 
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More  than  fifty  years  ago  the  City  built  a  costly 
system  of  water  works.  It  supplied  its  own  people  and 
its  neighbors.     All  went  well  enough. 

A  few  years  ago  the  State  took  the  water  supply. 
Under  a  recent  agreement  the  City  is  to  be  paid  for 
the  supply  taken,  and  I  have  faith  to  believe  that  the 
State  will  not  wrong  the  City. 

But  in  law  the  State  may  do  as  it  likes,  and  the  City 
may  not.  When  the  State  pays  the  City  for  prop- 
erty taken,  the  State  acts  voluntarily-  the  City 
obeys.  The  City  is  the  creature  of  the  State,  its 
agent,  its  servant,  its  dependent.  The  State  is  a  free 
agent ;  the  City  is  not.  The  State  has  great  rights, 
sovereign  rights,  as  we  call  them ;  the  City  has  no 
rights  whatever,  except  such  as  are  granted  by  the 
State. 

What  the  State  grants  to  the  City  this  year,  it 
may  annul  or  transfer  next  year.  A  claim  of  the 
City  against  the  State  can  be  enforced  in  so  far 
only  as  the  State  permits.  And  that  is  the  law 
point  which,  it  seems  to  me,  is  not  generally  recog- 
nised among  business  men  and  students  who  favor 
municipal  ownership. 

I  am  not  a  lawyer ;  but  ample  experience  in  munic- 
ipal affairs  leads  me  to  believe  that,  while  we  may 
have  State  ownership  and  may  defend  it  against  all 
comers,  municipal  ownership  is  wholly  conditional  and 
contingent.  You  can  establish  it  for  just  one  year; 
your  successors  can  suspend  it   or  destroy  it  at  will. 
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You  cannot  bind  your  successors.  Say  what  we  will, 
municipal  ownership  such  as  we  deal  with  is  what 
might  be  called  without  disrespect  an  annual  contin- 
gency. 

Before  the  City  of  Boston  expends  another  six  or 
seven  million  dollars  on  such  a  contingency,  I,  as  the 
responsible  custodian  of  the  City  Treasury,  should  like 
to  have  better  guarantees  that  the  property  produced 
by  the  sums  named  will  be  the  undisputed  property 
of  the  City  that  pays. 

Such  a  guarantee,  it  seems  to  me,  is  not  to  be 
had.  For  this  reason,  if  we  must  have  more  sub- 
ways in  the  City  of  Boston,  they  should  be  built, 
perhaps,  as  other  railroads  are  built.  If  the  State 
orders  them,  the  State  should  pay  for  them  and  get 
whatever  benefit  may  accrue. 

It  does  not  seem  consistent  or  equitable  to  me  that 
the  City  pays  for  such  works,  which  will  be  wholly 
and  absolutely  under  State  control. 

We  all  respect  the  Rapid-Transit  Commissioners, 
and  we  recognise  their  good  work.  The  City  of 
Boston  pays  them,  but  the  City  of  Boston  cannot 
remove  them  and  does  not  control  them.  They  are 
virtually  State  officers.  They  are  under  no  obligation 
to  answer  questions  put  by  the  City. 

We  have  reason  to  think  that  a  break  in  our 
water  main  was  caused  through  want  of  proper  care 
in  building  the  subway.  The  break  caused  some  losses 
for  which   somebody  should  pay.     The  Transit  Com- 
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mission  may  decline  all  responsibility,  as  a  State 
Board.  If  it  assumed  the  responsibility,  it  could  not 
apparently  pay  the  losses  short  of  an  enabling  act  passed 
by  the  General  Court.  And  with  such  an  act  passed,  the 
loss  could  not  properly  be  charged  to  the  lessee  of 
the  subway,  who  pays  on  the  cost  of  subway  con- 
struction, and  should  not  be  expected  to  pay  for  the 
negligence  of  others.  I  say  negligence  without  pre- 
judice. The  subject  is  mentioned  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  illustrating  the  helplessness  of  the  City, 
which  may  have  to  pay  for  negligence  in  which  it 
had  no  part,  and  in  which  it  has  no  hope  of  relief, 
as  far  as  I  am  informed.  The  Transit  Commission 
is  the  agent  of  the  State ;  but  the  State  does  not 
bear  the  financial  consequences. 

The  answer  to  this  might  be  that  the  City  may 
properly  bear  a  mishap,  seeing  that  it  has  all  the 
benefit  of  the  subway.  The  popular  impression  is 
that  the  subway  is  a  great  financial  success,  a  pro- 
ductive asset  of  the  City.  As  an  asset  it  stands 
with  our  water  supply,  I  think.  Its  finances  have 
been  well  handled ;  but  if  we  look  at  the  part  that 
pays,  let  us  not  be  blind  to  the  part  that  does  not 
pay. 

The  subway  bonds  run  to  about  1937 ;  the  sub- 
way lease  will  expire  in  1917.  It  is  a  lease  highly 
favorable  to  the  City,  but  clearly  does  not  provide 
for  the  discharge  of  the  subway  bonds  in  full.  The 
hope  is  that  in  1917  as  good  a  lease  for  the  City  may 
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be  had  as  the  present  lease.  Should  this  hope  be 
disappointed,  the  subway  bonds  will  be  paid  by  the 
taxpayers.  The  question  is  whether  in  1917  a  busi-' 
ness  corporation  will  pay  4|  per  cent.,  when  it  may  be . 
able  to  borrow  in  the  open  market  at  3J.  All  I 
care  to  intimate  is  that  the  total  cost  of  the  subway 
is  not  provided  for. 

With  the  subway  now  under  operation  let  us  take 
the  East-Boston  tunnel  now  under  construction.  We 
know  that  it  is  built  with  City  money,  to  be  used 
by  the  Boston  Elevated,  at  a  nominal  rental,  that  is, 
at  the  expense,  in  part,  of  the  City  Treasury.  The 
tunnel  illustrates  exactly  both  the  law  and  the 
finance  of  municipal  ownership.  The  City  did  not 
make  the  law ;  it  did  not  fix  the  rental ;  it  has  little 
or  no  responsibility  in  the  matter ;  but  it  pays  the 
bills. 

Is  it  really  rash  to  ask  close  attention  to  this  tun- 
nel case,  which  has  received  final  adjudication  as 
far  as  the  Commonwealth  is  concerned  ? 

If  it  was  competent  for  the  State,  as  it  certainly 
was,  to  order  the  City  to  construct  the  tunnel,  with- 
out hope  of  full  ownership  and  full  reimbursement, 
may  not  the  City  be  ordered  to  build  more  on  a  like 
basis  ? 

I  may  be  in  error.  I  am  inclined  to  doubt  that  the 
Boston  Elevated  can  take  an  indefinite  mileage  of  sub- 
ways and  tunnels  and  -bridges,  and  pay  4f-  per  cent,  on 
about  $2,000,000  per  mile,  besides  other  dues  to  the 
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City  and  State.  I  am  certain  that  the  City  cannot 
operate  a  railroad,  or  even  a  ferry,  except  at  a  loss. 
And  I  am  absolutely  certain  that  the  great  and  honor- 
able State  of  Massachusetts  should  not  plunge  the  City 
of  Boston  into  further  liabilities. 

The  direct  liabilities  of  the  City  are  enormous. 
They  form  the  heaviest  item  in  our  annual  expenses. 
Our  interest  and  sinking-fund  charges  exceed  those  of 
our  school  system,  or  of  our  great  Street  Department 
with  its  pay-roll  of  more  than  three  thousand  employees. 

We  must  add  millions  of  metropolitan  and  similar 
liabilities,  which  do  not  appear  in  the  City  debt  state- 
ments, but  reach  our  treasury  in  annual  warrants 
to  be  paid  on  demand  and  without  question.  Capi- 
talising these  warrants,  and  adding  the  direct  liabili- 
ties, we  may  estimate  the  total  at  more  than  a 
hundred  million  dollars,  or  not  far  from  ten  per 
cent,  of  all  taxable  property  assessed  by  the  City. 

I  submit  that  this  condition  of  things  is  appalling. 
Its  uncertainties  are  very  great.  And  we  are  not  re- 
sponsible for  these  uncertainties. 

We  were  ready  to  pay  our  share  for  Metropolitan 
parks  last  year.  No  warrant  came.  This  year  we 
may  expect  a  double  warrant,  covering  two  years' 
dues,  payable  in  one  year. 

We  do  not  know  what  our  Metropolitan  water 
dues  will  be  this  year.  They  may  be  less  than 
$750,000 ;  we  have  reason  to  think  they  should  be 
more  than  $1,250,000. 
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We  have  a  friendly  claim  of  $7,531,000  and  interest 
against  the  Commonwealth.  It  would  add  to  our 
comfort  and  relief  to  receive  the  amount,  that  we 
may  the  better  adjust  our  City  debt  and  the  taxes 
of  our  people. 

In  the  midst  of  such  great  and  delicate  operations, 
I  ask  you  not  to  add  fresh  complications  and  new 
liabilities.  Spare  us  until  the  true  liabilities  of  the 
City  are  fully  known  and  greatly  reduced. 

If  subways  be  a  profitable  investment,  private  en- 
terprise, under  such  reasonable  supervision  as  the 
State  exercises  over  steam  roads,  fully  protecting  the 
City  and  the  State,  will  offer  to  build  them.  I  have 
no  question  about  the  right  and  readiness  of  the 
General  Court  to  guard  the  interests  of  the  City  and 
the  public. 

If  the  subways  must  be  built  entirely  under  State 
control,  to  be  leased  under  terms  ordained  by  the 
State,  it  seems  right  that  the  State  should  bear  the 
cost  and  assume  all  responsibility.  As  the  law  of 
municipal  ownership  stands  at  present,  and  in  view 
of  the  financial  condition  of  the  City,  I  think  that 
Boston  should  not  now  be  required  to  go  into  risks 
and  uncertainties. 

Last  year  you  gave  me  a  part  of  what  I  asked. 
With  the  authority  granted  I  have  been  able  to  do 
three  things :  We  have  reduced  the  City  debt ;  we 
increased  our  income;  and  we  expended  less  in  1900 
than  in   1899. 
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Such  a  record  is  without  a  known  parallel  among 
great  Cities  and  States.  It  is  an  honorable  record. 
It  seems  right  to  say  that  the  year  1900  is  the  best 
in  the  annals  of  the  City.  I  intend  to  continue  the 
record  as  far  as  I  can,  and  I  ask  the  General  Court 
to  help.  In  particular  I  ask  and  urge  that  the 
credit  of  Boston  may  be  reserved  for  paying  what 
we  owe,  and  not  diverted  to  railroading,  where  a 
mile  may  cost  two  million  dollars,  and  the  owner- 
ship and  control  is  not  vested,  and  cannot  be  vested, 
in  the  City  that  bears  the  whole  financial  burden. 
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